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SUBJECT: Senate Floor Debate on 8. 3076

During the Senate floor debate on S. 3076, the Department of
State Authorization Legislation, on 28 June 1978, there was extended
discussion of a "Treaty Powers Resolution.'" Senator Clark, the sponsor,
inserted in the Congressional Record a Fall 1977 Foreign Policyarticle
on Executive Agreements by Loch Johnson and James McCormick.

The article co-authored by Loch Johnson in general takes a very
broad view of Executive Agreements -- i.e. , that many more than at
present should be sent to the Congress for prior approval as treaties --
and specifically mentions intelligence agreements as one category of
"agreements' in which Congress does not -- but should -- have a voice.
This is, in my view, an interesting viewpoint that we should keep in mind.
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%:;”vgfthmkofmmgwngrs tion truly intended.to candoct its for~ for the thought that we hate.” X think

; Zr*incerdly hope A
Zororg thal hope and however valid that

: ,"behe;., they regrettably aford no comiort
‘“Zhen placed in historical perspective.
. =ZFor the evidepce of decades of practice
- :;b many sdministrations—Democratic
‘:x:nd Republican—demonstrates that the
’;problm has been a recurring one which
=2will not have been eliminated simply be-
%_'uuse one administration has chosen to
constitutional limitations..If is
task of the Congress to legislate for
E fufure, not simply the present. -~
~ At the risk of appearing an alarmist
‘T would add that I am not nearly so
sanguine as some of my colleagues about
tae intentions of this administration.
Last week 2 major departure occurred
from previoux administration policy on
$ a-.very similar subject-the warmek-

% had indicated that it did not challenge
& the constitutionality of the war powers
% resolution. During ~Secretary Vance's
8 confirmation hearings before the Com-
& mittee- on Foreign Relations, he, was
% asked by Senator Javirs, *Do you or the

new administration see any problem with
the good~iaith observance of that law?”
4 Secretary Vance replied, “I- do ‘not.”
£ Sepator Javrrs then asked,* Do you chal-
Ienge it umder the Constitution as to the

: sponded, “No.” ’I’he President himself
¢toox essentially the same position. In
.his Mareh 5, 1977 ~telethon,” he said that
A the war powers resolution “is a redue- -
tion obviously in the authority that the
President has had prior to the Vietnam
“=-war, but I think it is an appropriate re-
3'<:1u:.:1.::.c:xzt." And last summer, during hear-
‘Z -held before the Foreign Relations
‘*GCom._.wtee on the resolution, -we were
,p.old by the State Department Legal Ad-
y X wiser that the-administration *is not
'}nhauenging the constitutionality of the
= yresolation™-and “is not gomfrto chauenge

e constitationality,” =" -
is position, I regreb tosay, has now
~{.besn abandoned by-the administration.
35In his message to Congress last week on
=legisiative vetpes.”--the President said
uently adopts a

2which1s, of course, the heart of the war

resolution——"we will give it seri~
3ous consideration, but we will noi, rmder
resding of Lhe Constitution, consider
- legally binding.” - Attorney General

k%ns Committee, it was made clear that
£:&the Attorney General's intent is to seek
=% rourt test of some less significant *leg-
Jative veto” and, in the process, try to
._gm vince the cowrtto hand down = broad
‘Zing which will sweep away more stg-
deant “legislative | vetoes™ such as
ga;-bose contained in.the war powers res-
a.nd the Atms;}ibgport Control
5 . - LRGBS i L
there isno gr'eat'mcm, 1t seerns to
, Tar us to take comfortiin the admin-
t:tons current intent -to consult.
the SBenate—should -as-

.

‘% ume, 1 thmk,

4 ing power. Earlier, the. administration -

mmca.wd the- same day-that the_

Teaniiw

i A
and treaty powers resolution and it
would, therefore, not hesitate to endorse
Loth wholeheartedly. But because the ad-
ministration refuses to do so, it is not
unreasonable to zssume, I think, that
-it regards both as somehow imposing un-
wanted restrictions. That, it seems to
me, is the sirongest argument of all in
favor. of both measures being ﬁrm]y
in place., "-::

-X would also point out tci my colleag'ues
that Senator Greww and X, on April 11,
told the administration that we were
considering going forward with this res-
olution and sasked them to- submit &
proposal of-their own to see whether
something acceptable to both branches
could not be worked ouk No response
was received—nothing. During the mark~
up of this bill, that request was reiternted.
Again, -we have received no response.
Culy Monday, the staff of the committee

rgeain met with oficials of the State De-
partment and sgain sought to develop -

some compromise solution. And agsin,
the administration was able to offer
nothicg more than a restatement of its
intent to cansult. This intent is deeply
appreciated, and I say that sincerely, hut
there comes a point at which the ritual~
istic incantation of the word “consulta—

tion"™ must give way to a recognition that -

‘differences -of opinion- may not be re-
solved by mere copsultation and that it
is not inappropriate for either branch
to establish a procedure for effectu.s.tmg
its owmn judgment.. - .- .
The fouwrth and final a.rgmnent made
aga..nst this- section is that, because-it

amends the Senate rules, it is within the ~

jurisdiction of the Rules Committee. In
my judgment, that is not so. It does not

amend the Standing Rules of the Senate: -

rather, it amends the rules in & more

generic sense, as do many other meas-"

ures commonly reported from every com-—

mittee. To cite only one of many exam- -
ples, on the same day thsi-this dbill was
reported, the Committes on Foreign Re-:

- 1ations reported another hill—the ACDA

asuthorization, HR. 11832—which con-

tains a.jurisdictionally identical provl-
~sion: It causes a point &f order-1o lie inn

the Sensaie against any bill, joint resolu--
tion, or. conference report containing.

certain program requests tnless.an srms
vontrol impact statement has been trans-

mitted at least.7 days beforehand.. . =

..The sponsor of that provision was no
less than Senstor CLamsonrnz Priy, chair-

man of the Rules Committee and & man -

for whom I have the highest regard, par-

ticularly in his understanding of what - .

is and is mot within the jurisdiction-of

the Rules Committee. As a colleague of
Senator Prl’s on both committees, I~

have never failed to be Lxipressed by his
sense of fairness.. I am certaln that he
would sapply. the -same--jurisdictional”
principies: evenhandedly to bothprovi--"
SIODS'av el DI, TTTY LR SO R An T ..-r-rt‘;c“

‘To conclude,- Mr- Prsxdent ‘the- issue
before us toda:s' is one of principle; Jus-
tice ‘Holmes sald that the principle of .
free thought .means “nnt free thought ..

that it Lhe,ad.mmxstm--- for those who a.g'ree wma us, but freedom - established) and March 1977

:__,wﬂmwmmmayweubemmd elgn activitles s0 as to avoid confron- a related prmciplz’ is sf issue bere. X
:; ebuRdroRelen

futionalism means in-

WWRGD%FO
e war powers resolution nee on procedural safeguards for

proposals we agree with, not-simply for
those we dislike. It also means msistence

on procedural safezuards during admin-

istrations we support, not simply those
we Oppose. So I hope that our effort {o-
day will be perceived by neither the
President nor the House as confronta-
tional or devisive, but rather as s good-
faith insistence that constitutionsl pro-
cedures be upheld by Democratic as well
as Republican presidents, in times of po-
litical harmony as well as m times of
political strife. = -

Mr. President, X yie;d 1;0 the rHstln‘
guished Senator from Ohio.’

Mr. GLENN. X yield to the Senator
from New Jersey.

Mr. CASE.. I am gmbeful. mdped,. 1o
my colleam:.es -0

. Exxmn: 1 e 3

"L\ Perrion Porzcy Y Ex:-éu-nv: Pu.r S
{By Loch Johnson and James 1} k:k)

n the cructble of war, the oOnstimuon
may take on malleshle properties. President:
Lincoln's “expansive interpretation of the
commander-in-chief clause during the Civil
‘War is a case in point. More recently, World
War 1L afnd the protracted cold war pro-
foundly-altered the shape of executive~legis~
lative relations in tbe area-of foreign policy:
As the nation embreced strong leaderzhip to
thwart external threats, power mtcd dra-
matically to the presidency. :

-This aggrandizement mTenectcd In the
startling  number of overseas millitary come-
mitments since the end of Worid Wear YT that -
have been grounded in claims of inhe ent ex~
ecutive authority. The.execirtive branch has,
s&mong other things, pleced military person-
npel in Guatemals, mainland China, Exhiopia,
‘and Iran; pledged military support to Turkey, -
Jran, Pakistan, and, on the eve-of. war, South
Korea; and contracted Tor military bases in

“the Azores, the Philippines, Lebanon, Dicgo

Garcia, and Babhrein. In Bowuth Eoreo alone, -
over 3¢ commitments were mais. but never
even reported to.the Cangress as required by
law. Benesth this tip of the Iceberg lies an
expanse of executive discretion in pescetime
Yoreign policy . .that . reaches __.amnnmr;
proportions. | ... . T s te
Betwwn..'(anm.ry] msamd Decemberdl .
19"16 the United Sinies migned 7.201 agrece-
ents with. other nations.! They dealt with a.
wide rangs of military,- econonie, cultural,
technjcal, transportation,- commuunications,
&nd diplomatic {ssues. Approximataly 6 per-
cent of the International agreements reached
duriog the 3l-yesr yericd were formml trea-
ties requiring Benats confirmation: 87 per

" cent were pursuant to congressionsl legisiai-

Hon (so-called statutory or congressional-
executive mgreernents). But 7 per cent wrore
Ee-called executive agreements, based par-
tially or completely upon the presumed con-
stitutional prerognuvas of.- the - executive
brapch., ... o, - PN

“The - executivu sgreementx “represent &
troall percentsge-of the total, but many of
them mey be more signifBcaut thsn the
treaties. The guestlon arises: Has the Con-
gress been .excluded from dectsions -nbout

ot et Rt

- crucial comrmltments abroad? While chalr-

man of 1he Senate Forelgn Relatians Com-
mithee J..Wilism. Pulbrighz (n.-.Aan.nsas)

RO S S -“~_,‘ o

+3This Jigum excludes secrot - agmrmen{s
- yaads by the Unlted Btates. According to the
. Department of - State, 63 secret -agrecments
werer reported to Congress between August
1872 (when the reporing requirement wis

L
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JUNGLE . JT87
SRS ,“:-‘\ =
- ~As llustrated In.Pigurs 1, the.nunfoer of. 3

b crux of thi csnwo Tae LoTe)

vividly- daplctad.

- ment of a minor one.’” Since

versy:s

' “mauhumodmm- L IMEN
emnly . to appmwaW Jeas 4
treaty to pooserve-cultural artifacts in »

Izisndly naighboring couniry. At the zama.
time, the chisl sxecuitlvs ls reoving military
men and malerial around thas globe liks so

’ - agal
ARy pawna In a chess gama'’ Aore gane @ [snta, we constructed for each admiy istras-
erally, the- Porslgn Ralaticas Commlitse - - indes - 100 a.slmpla- Executive ‘Agrsement Index -
complaload in a 1569 raport abous an lme- (EA)- <EA- Dbasad upon the proportion of sigoificant . -

balancer “We have come close to reversing
the traditionsl Aistinction betweoen the treaty
2s an nstrousneant of 2 major commitment
and ths exscutive sgresmant as the lnsirue
then, the

hmacalmbd. ..
MITITAZY: TR V-

In thiz anslysis we explore the tresty
powers dabmis by focusing on U3, miitwy
comznlitinents abroad, for thesr obligaticns
have -proved to be particularly controvere
sial 0T~ . T
Of the 7201 International sgrzements
sigoed in-the 1948-1976 pericd, 1,235 (or
171 pereant) ralatad to military matters,
An inspscilon of the content revesls two
gecsral typee: substantive and administrae

with the creation of military alliances, ths
signing of pewcw trextiss, the establishment
of military beses, ths disposal of milltary
equipment, and the ks, Administrative

establishmant of & military hesdquacters
based cn an alllance, personnsl stafing, and
tha lixe Por this purpcses of this study, the
substanilye agrvements are considsred “sige
niftcsnt,™ Dscauss -they comumik this coune
try to specific policy positions:s the admine
istailve agresments are “insignificant,” be—
cause thry deal with housakeeping matters.

Among the- 1,158 militsry commitments
signed during the- psriod from January 1,
1543 to August 9, 1974 (the day Presi-
deat Nizon loft -office), 43 (35 percent)
wers In the-form of ireatiess, 1,003 (339~
per cent) were statutory agreements, and
151 (12.5 per cent) were executive agree
ments, The texts of the 193 treaties and
executivey agreements were studied to assess
thelr reiative significance. - -

The finding, presented in Table 1, Is that
treatiss In tha post-World War IT period have
besn used rmainly for important mdiltary
commitments, ot for trivial matters. Of tha
- 42 military treatles signed 1n the administra.
tions from Presidenta Trurman through Nix-
on, 3% (or 782 parcent) deals with major de-
fense odbligations. Among them were vartous
Security srTangements with Japan, ths Raw
public of Ecorea, and the nations of Western

e o o Tha "ontrol accords Lnclud- * 'S, military misston to Liberis (1558)
" U.S. base rights In Lebaacn (1858); - -

ing the nuclaar test ban tresty of 1983; and
- postwar peace tresties with forrmer belligers
ents (for example, the Treaty of Peace with
Italy). Ten of the treetles (23.8 percent) ex-
cluded from ths “significant™ category dealt
with administrative detalls of major defenss
Pacis~—noss notadbly the North Atlanitic
Treaty Organization (NATO). In short, the
evidence~-at least for defense coramitments
abroad-~does not support the conventional
wisdom thas the advice and consent of the
Senats has been requested by the Depart-
ment of State largely for policies with listie
substantize mesning. . T

e g e -
23Je examine only the use of treaties and
exzcutiye agreesments, since they have be-.
comea far mors controversial than statutory
agreements. Nonetbelesa, & separate study
1s warranted on the accuracy and valldity
of State Dapartment clalms for agrsement-
maXing authority based upon pravious state
utes, somes of which may no longer reflect
the orizinal intent of Congress in a rapidly
changing werld.

trend

- for each Administration the proportion of  the United States botwee

‘rellance oa exscutive agxvemisnis for majlor-
military \ ' Pyl ’
ones deal with secondary detalis, such as the -

T (1947): -

{1974y e .

. - oex .
" -. Approved Eor Release 2004/10/28 : CIA-RDP81M00980R000700120100-4 . -
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vrl-;im.uy Exscntive. SR tod from. treaties to . executive-

mllltary exscutive. agresmants amonpy: the.

75 -The index has. been hi
g:f Worle wae gh throughout the
- . slgnificant - mill " comumi F twee
- - “Z.1948 angd 1974 took rosnts be 5
e U8R 2 TR LT egreements. Morsover, the Nixon adminise
= el s - Tration was by far the moat vigorous clgime-
- *This table summarizss the use of mllie &0 for presidential. authority in -miiiary:
tary treetlas nod-exscutive agrsements only: SBTSeDENL-Making. =, e o anir. g .
statulory ssgrsements, which are more nue-<= Thus far, only the -outlines of milltary -
mercus bui.,lms . conmroversial,.. are-- not - sgTeement-making during the administration.
S T ,otPruldantPordnroclonr.'Ofthosnslmmt

*Tha numbers- in this column represent Cant milltary commitments made overseee by
0 August 9, 1974

This EXecutive Agreemant Index ranges from Ments. Although the
0 to 1; the higher the !ndex, the greatar the Dot yab distinguished Publicly which of these
80 agreements were based. upon. presicsntial
e <. 8uthority and. which upon statutes, a tentae:
However,” the Se i - “Retations tive examination of their content. Incicates -
co f.t-u- e dmmmm oty that as many as 1§ (or 80 per cent) may have
mmltiee may Con ® mar €0M~  boen executive agresments. If accurats, this
plalalag about the use oOf executlve BETee™ foyre wouia pive. the o administration:
ments for negotlating Important military o2 Executive Agreement Index of .90, siightly
:giamm;: Am:ougi : m-}crlz u?rmumx. higher than that of the Nixon administran.
T L;s:‘.ho § !&Unsod m’ tion. (That ths State Depsrtiment bas not yet.
tary mattera postwar psriod were ine ... up with a-legal fustification for ab. of,
Sleed rowtine and mlnor (dealing with.such (hg my)ipary pacts signed under Ford is, in
issuss o3 the establishment. of & practlce itself, o commentary on the dificulty faced
bombing range in West Germany and of by legislators and tha public in trying to
reciprocal alr rights with Canada for rescus evaluate the 1} 2
operations), a striking number involved ma« commitments.)
Jor comml ments abroad. The following ob= B
ligations wers entered Intc partly or come =
pletely” on the basis of an sacertion of execti<
tive authority: _ ) : )
use of the Azores airbaser by
States (1947); . : - :
placement of TS, troope In Guatemala

Stale Department has

| THE CONGRESSIONAL' RESPONSE .
~ Too often the exscutivs branch bxzs hy-
passed the Congress to make major military
commitments abrong simply by signing an
execullve agreermsnt, The Congress has long
been generally aware of the problém, Faut its
attempts to correct it have mst with limited
establishment of U.S. basss In te Phlilip= success, The primary congressional response

pines {1947); o has been to propose legisiation in thres dif-
placement of U.3 troops In malnland  ferent areas: to re

tha United -

. military security In e Iispublic of Ko
rea (1949}): . :

US. miltary mission in
- broad US military
pia (1953); -

U.3. military mission to F1 Salvador (1987);-

& congressional. *veto of unwarranted [ ¢
Hondurae (1950); positive majority vote In Congress for ap-
prerogatives in Ethlo~ proval of milltary agresments (pore  than
- e &n opportunity to veto) -or.the neandatory

. use of the treaty-making procedurs foi “sig~
nificant’” international AgTEeMenty. . -
- Amoug - these various attampie- to restore
security - pledges to- Tuxkep, " Iram,. and congressioaal powers, * legislation requiring
Pakistan {1939): - - : - the executive branck to-report all execuibive
military use of the Britlsh island IDHego zgrecments has besn nosb -suecessfus, no
Gareia (1968): s et e T doubt becauser it -is- the least demanding
military use of Bakbrein (1971} ~ " and controversial. L he Case-Zablocki aAct of
_agreerent tirminating mulltary and ecO- 19723 requires the secrstary of stats simply
nomic pact with Libya (1972): oo to report to the Congress within 80 day: “the
sgreement relinguishing land at U.3. Naval ‘text of any International sgreemionk, other
Communications Statlon In the Philippines - ... . - . Tl e Tl
(1973); .~ ~oe- . - R '
establishmant

-' 3 Sanator Clifford: Case
L .+ -. ..~ presently the ranking minority membter of -
- Almost half (73 of 151, or 18.3 percent) of s Sanats Forelgn Relations Commlittes, and
the military agreements signed during this Representative Clement J. Zablockt (D.-Wis-
pericd reprasenteqd significan: commitments consin) is chairman of the House Interna-
abroad which seemned to merit eloser scrutiny  tional Relations Committes, Case, the popu-~
by the legislative branch. Several of the 1ar, soft-spoken elder statesman of the Sen-
cormnmlitinents invoived the esbablishment of ate committee, Is widely regarded as the chief
overseas bases, a primary source of tenslon sarchitect of the rebullding of congressional
between the - executive wnd legislatlve authority ln the agreement-making aren. His
branches a3 the President aseerzs his author~ (nterest arose Initlally during the Vietnam
ity under the commander-io chiet clause of  war era out of despair over ths fallure of
the Constitutlon and the ongress some~ Copgress to be awars of exactly what com-
times resists what 1t perceivss to bs unwar-
ranted miitary commitmenta, .

}Jz m:mtary cﬁ)ulon in Iran

exscutive branch. [

e

q‘.'h agreemsnts has rlwiys =
: number of signiicant - ;
trestles. since the Second World War: ‘Tae es=_ "
© Hmats mors preclsely the extent to which . 3
‘,__;y_xuynﬂnnt-‘ military - commitments  have .

o total number of significant treaties. and exe .if
. -ecutlve agrrements (EA/T -+ EA In Table ). ;

took -the - form. of ‘executive | '

egitimacy of interntional- .3

quire the reporting of all _
executlve agreemeants to Congress; 1o permit

ecutive agreements; and to require elthera . -

L o T
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mitments were being msde abroad by- the
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. tredty, to widch the United States
Ssaparty.. "
SrTaEermis leglsiation
Fioward a2 insuituilonsl sharing of power
> S, foTelgn afalrs, St 950_ the

i ment of State has heno cLoiian b law to
23 FEROCT LRl Iavional ugreements to the Con-

X
R e P T A CL saortened
'-éf.' € idiin @ 4SO TrSNITETISOIR

g ] EY oty v ey - E130 .

et LA 2c covernment
4r="I0 & leaser exteat, The public) of the
, EXCCULivVe BCree el ProTIem. g'usf &S lormer
SEH3OF JORD BrItEer it o0hio0) brought the,
treaty powers controversy to the nation's ate .
tention In the 18508, the Casa-Zablocki Act
* has had a similar, albelt less smotional, efect
2 in the 1970s. The act halped considerably to
control the government's looseness sbout
making commitmenta abroed, for the State,
: Departnent was now forced to improve its
g-awn reporting procedurss and to pay more
-~ attention to the international negotiations
of agencies throughout the government.,

- Despits thess virtues, the imperfections of
- - the Case-ZabiocX! legislation - bave become
~ evident. The 60-day provision in the law
. -tlll pergits the exscutive branch to present
‘the Congress with-a. faii nccompll, leaving
IURtle or mo legislative recourse to alter sl-
¥ -Teady eomplsted negotistions, Whils the
=~ Congress now Xnows earlier about what hap-
pened, tta sbility to participats effectivsiy
~is not much better than under the old
~.ing requirement. (Even now, the Department
-of State Ially to meet the 60-day deadline,
: SZorwarding

CONGRESSIONAL. RECORD —SENATE

"Approved For Releaser 208446/
ot a wselfol - step kn

| Qn_more 10]0rmAal EZreee

S 10001

- by the Btats Departinent immelf, let slons by  branch had red what needsd to be re-
@HA RDPG4 MOOSBERGOBZD0] 201 B Tum mermmcn Onors.

ow thte extent -of agency discretion In the Congress complain that the <IBiF
reaking of internutional agreements untll the stion has Gpecidcally 1aile ety gvca d
reporting of them is more complete and re= CoODSA T T T SETFIITI IYSas. Crrcas,
linbie, suppiemented with sanple “audits”™ INepis on sensiuve TNTelT & SLEIINE
like the GAQ probe into the US~Korean o5 The SUNTE O o ter R oLDOS oo sy
agreements. [ J 1928 5 ced At the heart of the matier, Loel T TR oTSs
ment to the Internationsl tion of which commitments abroad, lr’am'.
AccisSTanna pnr DT od AL LT ki G ought to be sheltered under tbhe p!’(.vi&t'ti\"ﬁ'
“pny d rtment or egency of the Urnited covering of executive privilege, and which
States ECVernmeEnT ST ought to be reported to Congress (ur some
PRETIC BZreerment, part of Congress) in s poblic or, If necossary, -

m:m-’ QULCINATIRALY  classified form. . - ’

O[Ece, Department of State the text of such _ 4 gecond avenmeused by Coneress <o con-

agreement N0y JoameITan 2 Gavs BILeL BUCh i ias boen to
spTeerment nas entared infg'm:m; trol executive agreements las te vesort
later, 2 law ss.park o

O

3

e yym =

to 8 congressfonal veto device. With this
procedure, the Congress inctudes within a
bill specific language allowing it to dissp-
prove executive action pursuant to tire leg-
isiation within a epcctfied time pertoi. This

,concept is embodied in the War Fowers Res-—
from the execu suec = ‘ver- olution of 1973 and the Budget and Im-

£t ponndment Act of 1974, This technigue has

bal Em%g%mo ;;..an%:é" Sach fong been e 3
mployed by. the Congress, 1o
sgreemen e sely ublesome 5, eoe the TOWer of the prestdent o mwevgs

snd are often viewed by foreipn governments .
28 solemn commitments wvery Inch as bind- O SoOrBaRlze executive agencles. -
ing as formsl treaties. Pour rocent examples A recent Library of Co Teport cites
tlustrats this problem:~—. - . three pieces of legisistion that used thix Bp-
In 1873, Nixon’ sent a pecvet message to proach, to reguiste international BZretinents:
Pham Van Dong, premier ¢f North Vietnam, R Atomic Energy Act of 1954. the Trade
promising postwar reconstraction ald In re- . #Ct 0f 1978, and the Conaservation
turn for & peace agreement The text of this 80d Mansgement Act of 1976. Fach ope
messsgs WaS ot disclosed by the Department CORRRINS & provision giving Congress the
of Stats to the public or the Congress unti TigBt to disspprove within 60 davs any
May 19, 1977. © - - R . . ;%reem;nt made - pursuant to the legisiation.
; simiiar langa in the prescnt la
In 1975, Secretary Kissinger arrived nt am ere guage P w
*understanding™ wriytn. Ismil;':nd Egypt over D 8YINs gales, a3 a renult of amendments fn-~
the question of a Sinal disepgngement, which Foduced by Senator Gaylord Nelson (D.-
focluded the commitment of American per- WiX0Dsin) and Representative Jowathan
sonnel to serve as monttors in a region whers 3’;‘5”2:; (Dﬁje:cf 0;1;) 1’;0 t:!:\:l ;197:8’ Por;
t easily re- © Ista v ¥y I sale o
military hostilities might have Yy defense articles on o s il
" “lten or more. or of major defenss equipment
ing™” was declarext by the Etate Department . equip
10 be the proper exercise of =xrcutive powers, Costing 87 million or more, must be reported

pniations - .
i 3, r the
Case=Zablocki Act to reguire explicit notice

hai 818 WIT
T

< v £S5
T e onnd

Toslalements accompanving the agreements ere

=

LA OO Y

riste for review by 0 the Congress* Under the Neisop-Bing-

not & commitment approp} F res )4 provision, Gong s then i g
erles by 2 inajority vote in -eltber ctiamber
within 30 days. ) oL sl
Some legislative propospls Yaze. recam-
mENAET " TEAL &1l exccutina e

- .In Auvgust 1975, the Helsink]l accord was
- slgmed, boundaries in Europe and a freer flow
of people and information Letween East snd

Devcn ey s S

: fig-" West. This declaration was seat to the Con- <
w® Out tRe anticipated effect of the com- ET8S5 8BS 2 matter. of “courtesy,” but wsas W’mm One of the
2V by et ey never speclfically reported under the Case- €5t proponents of this view was former
{ZFTnE0mie of these shortcomings in the report- Zsblockl requirements. The State Depart-  Sonator Sam Ervin (D.-North Caroltna). In
Ef;;.?mgmmmg product of the severe strains  Iment ressoned that the sccord was not s 1972, 1873, ana 1974, Ervin iotrodueec a bill
£X pisced aroon the Ofice of Treaty Affatrs in  geQUine Intermational agreement, but only a  Fequiring a 60-day delzy before any executlve
¥ =Zba Department of State. It is understafted _political statement of tatent” In public - BZreement entered into force--and it would
%«mmm. meeting its new obligations Deari0gs On MAFcR 29, 1577, Diembers of the 5ke effect then only If Congress had not
= i Zablocks Act. How . as Denate Foreign Relations Committtee made it “Voted it down by mesns of & simpls coneur-
=a.reosnt inquiry conductad by the General Clenr they believed the Heldoki sgrewment rent resolution, The Ervin blll passed the
; M : Otos -~ {GAD) :mm the ghould have been sent to the Congress under - Benate in November 1974, only to dis in the
—oproblem the for more ansl- Tegular Case-Zablockl reyorting reqtire- - House without a vot:. The same bil} was re-

e N : . IOenid i . . Jntrodncoc; by Eiet_mm_r Lioyd Bemtsenn (13-
LE¥Eeinine Offce of Tresty Affairs. In Febru. Elntemgsnce sgreemests Lrovide n rigor. -TeXs8) tn 1975, and variations on the idea
- o DS EEecutive branch reporting under Were also advanced Ly Semator John Gilenn
><zlative sufeted from signlfcant omissions.  the Csse-ZablosEl Act. Irrgiemia O ers {0--ORhio) and former Representative Thomas
%Mn ' dencs supgest that some eTcocts have been 220rB8R (D.-Pennsylvarnda), while. he -was
—~AgZrenmsntx -with the Republic of Koren, doc~ mads LErd T T S0rElng Teqiive. ~Sialrman of the House International Rela-
FZ U \EDemted mmore than 30 instances since ths  Inents. Far example, 15 1970, Ihe chief Stats - SOBS Committee. Hearings have been held
b =" Pwesee.of the Case-Zablocki Act when agres- Department legal edviser oa intelligence ‘PEriOticElly tn both houses on thess pro-
gmmﬂr been-sent to the Oongress. egTeements told a Senate judiciary subcom- ~POS8IS, 85 well aa on the more genersl prob..
== 2 Boreral dealt-with mintary matters, such as .Iaittes he had Dot yet deterrained whether ~IEM Of executive mgreements, but »s vet po
FEoriotot ee-0f Tacgu Alr Hase and the £IX agreements between United States’ in- ' DU hes matched even the partinl regtsiattve
= taealer-of €376 miltion worth of military telligence agencies and their foreign coun~ PUCCeSs Of Ervin's 1974 effort, | - .
;ﬂ__.,»:-aq\ﬂpmmt to KEorean foroes, With classic bu= terparts were subject to the legisiative re~ = The primary.dinwbuck of ths congressional
éiﬂg,mmm tnderstatement, the GAO investl- porting requirements. Morecver, to ~vete epproach is thut it fnvites delsy and
I Spators wt;:ludad:— “We feel that certain er-
T mm

, - EME‘;S‘,__{‘%M ~obstruction. Power is highly fragmented In
= “dentiftedd In our study which BHAITS, e intelligence ag the Congress; congequerrtly, plecing toyether
OIS IO tranemitied to- OCongress . . . would ercepiibly Q ; 2)

. successiul coalitions ix time-consuming and

the Case-ZR0l0Ck . 1o order to avold pe- - frustrating. Failure is far more commos: tham

.QMW”IM Moreover, the wvets approsch is n

. In short, efforts to circumvent the report- ’ FAHeT blunt instrument, capable of wiping

ing requirements af Cangress hava appsrent. - OUt 2 broat and palm:taxingly devised ngrec.

- 17 besn numerous and successtul. Bepresent- - TR e e
. atlve Les Aspin {D-Wisconsin) estimated in ~*

1675 thsat some 400 to €00 of the interna~ &k

- tlonal agresments concluded since passage

* 0T the Case~Zablocki Act had not been sent

» Congress, because ths execuiive
U4110/28; CIA-RDP81M00980
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*‘This requirement excluded thc; c‘cn'ntrmar‘
al proposal to sell reiatively Inexpensive but
" highty destabilizing concussion bombs to
. Ierael, first ppproved by Ford and hater dls-
b TOVved : o SN )
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- maalatance to an entirw - of & panel of expertx, TO a large extans, dacte;
regiom) when perhapsa oaly » single aspect  sions. would -have to bmmmﬁ
> of the total p renvetteieRe | tes 2604 $0428:p40 hik: !

would have to ba followed. In some-

ninns-. (say. m.!.u

legislae. make a comrmitment ahread, LoD enT e
to sct . ° _OQObviously, In the d.ra.tdngm bt:!mguldumm-
upon the. rakher this executlve. quantitative rules aloos -
- '%ghf m onus b:h;nhned wponr the tho. is to say whether 235 Taldlon. or 5008
legiative-heaach- to undsetaks the uphill soidisrs sent abroad rosr: the beginning ot
poideal taak-of mobllizing a majority to - & “significant” commitmment? Just.ons Plavesie
stop an Ul-concelved commitmant initated toon of Amaerican Marines sent to. Africa -
by fhe.«zscutive? If the exscuiive branch O ths Middla

{ © _Casis - Alsagreement may  welleand - Prope. .
acts of congrealonal desperstion could wreak ..erly=-land 1O extanded detats on th--a.ppro-;-
. Housa “would nos do what.
i, Called on them to do, our

- | bhas Dogotlawd an important nsw commite [ound. lmpact. An overrding principle- for-.

ST - eRk aversess, why should it not be ree-
- - quired to achlisye a positive majority vote
©on-izx.own behalf in the Congress before the

. BgrseInent taxss efsct? ST e .
1 ~-—-Pocusiag on the Umitsd but important

State anthorization
funds could be wsed to cary
Out any agreement establishing a military
Installation abrosd untll the agresement wayp.
- appproved sither by a concurrent resolution
- - of Corgress or by the treaty process in ths
.. ». Secats. Tha amendraent passed the Senate-

. and tha confarence committee, but the

o SENLN G Was subsequantly
b connfaran L. -
o STonger still is ths - rsmedy offered by
R JoTy ” o

i, O SO ed Lo A
203-2 10T 13 advice and consent

agsin 0 January

" -inciude “negative” d 0 end commite
‘ments umﬁﬁmm-
. " ;

-aswell, - .-

. - To permi{m effective apy _;} inter~
Hgﬁawr:;wugt.t; 2 nle _ o ens ar cenq— DAtlonal agreements by the Senate undsr the
a - DS 7 - - .

tha_establishmant of . guidellnes might: be 7
thal. any new commitment or departure -
from existing policy wowld require the ade- -
vice and consent of the Senats, {Thls would -

uld go through the ire
come B Stacd . _
form of legislative resolution, or: simply bs
accepted 83 an exscutive aTeemaent would he
a determination to be mede.-by the Senate.

ey

pro T

P

b ' FPoreign Relations Comirnittas or possibiy the -

-full Senats, under the terms of the Clark

bl But should be senztors cry-*itreaty”..

while the president cries “exscutive agres-.

o --ments established an early. J
rasot,™ tha country could have a major de o help keep the Midewst pesce.and. called”
for American techniclans to asslst In Its ope -

bate on its hands-—anad. parbaps, in partic=
warly- serious coses, a. coastiiutional. crisia

lrs

-z v—“, -

Clark resolution, the executive branch would
have to be required to submit mors speclfic
information about the anticipated naturs of
a commitment (2% Is now required for arms.
"sales propoeals). Approximate dollar esti-
mates on the cost of a commitment and an
impact s*atement on its long-ratige implca~ |
tions should supplement the present report-
ing requirements. Furthermors, if an agreer
ment. wers being negotlsted pursuant to
prior leglslation (by far the largest pers
centage of our present inernational agree- -

S A S ST Ty Q3 Tev: ixvey o

& =dwarg M. Kennedy (D.-Mmachusetts)
Jolnlnz Clarx as cosponsers.  Ironically
similar in Intant to the conservative Bricker
Amendmeant of an earlier ern, the Clark I

. ._olution represénts an inltiative irom a more
.z Uberal caomp (wRoss views on the virtues of
R ; - presidential power were revised in the agony
-~ of the Vietnam war) to limic tae authority
. of the chief exacutivs to commit the United
- Iz the Clark bil, the Senate Poreign Rew
: 1awons"TE > uld help the president
= . determinre whether ga particular intsense
‘iopn PlORal agrsement showld be submirtsd as 5
treaty. Sectlon 4 of ths bropoeal bears sharp
teeth: If the executive falls to submit an

BeNRRT WAleH eciCes s

- amellTT taeretg, ora L0l a come
TREee UTCUIIeTence, which authorizes or

R§ ey

‘gave 103 advics and
AR AT Iy

~ A Dunboer o tangies in the Clark propoaal
have yet.to be worked out, Pirst and fore-
ost 13 the problem of definition.

l. agreements are “sienificant™ enou n to
Y g e R o LI
pone the Clark resolution must dee-
velop at lemst a rough set of guldelines to
kelp delirieats between signiicant Internae
tional sgreements and less Important ones,
Thess guldelines need not-—and cannot-—be
definittve or set In concrste: ot best, they
would represent only the tentative opinlons

consent to ratlly ths

menis are), the executive stould be required
to provide precise citations of prior legal au- .
thority. In this wey, Congress can scrutinize .
the claim of authority end determine if its.
original deelslon is still valid and applicable.
Another intramural difrulty that the leg-
islative branch will have to face 1a the reia--
tive role of the Houss and the Senate in the
approval of interrational agreements. Secrea
tary of State Dulles noted in 1953 that an
“undsfined and probably undefinable border-
line [exists] between international agrees
ments which require two-thirds Sensate con-
currence, but no House concurrence, as in
ths case of tresties, and agreemants which
should have the majarity coacurrsncs of both
‘chambers of Congress.” One thing is certain:
membars of the Housa, and espectally the

members of the House International Relaw:

fions Committee, are incrensingly eager, not
to say avid, to pay a part In reviewing inter-
national commitments. Thelr claim is based
in part upon the constitutivesl budgetary
autbority provided to their chamber.. This
arsument cannot he easily cismissed, in light
of the millions of dollars that may be ex-
pended as a result of any treaty or less formal
agreement. Key members ¢f the Senate For-

. elgn Raealations Committse, however, are pre-
pared to fight ovear this lsyue. “If they begin -
now to Intrude-on thes tresty-making powar
of the Senate, we are golng to find ourselves
in a position whers we ean't do anything
without the House's consent,”  observed .
Church, ths ranking Deme-ratlc member of
the committee, recently. ““I'helr nibbles end
up being big bites, and we belng bitten to
death. - T R

Alrnost 200 years ag0, Thomas Jeﬂamqn
discusseq this problem with President George

Washington in reference t.o ‘Ale ;
- Approved For Release 2004/10/28 - CIA?RDﬁgjm;%RGﬁG?W

_Sonnel in an ares

-or verbally,

.that ™1

funds to Snance a treaty -
by the Senate. According -

obligation enacted
to Jefferson's notes on the mesting, tae prese
that it the membems of the
the-Conuittution

govarnmant would .
‘beatan exnd, and.must then sssums another;.
formar™ Lm0 N SRR N e 1 e T
L e RNTYIIG VS DICARTION K S
As the forsgolug dlseusslon sugges ‘s, thera
1 \ o 23 /v, ble to

East would likely have a prow T

ments) oo 8 made [

ormal ireaty process with.Senats -
pation (obvious - examples. ars ths NATO .
treaty and ths nuclear test ban treaty). It is °

“ the geay middle arex betwesn exscuiive ayg- k:
thority snd institutional sharing which has . - K
been. particularly controverstal In. seoking. - 5

Iimits to executive dlserstion, .. -
- The -controversy surrounding -
(=3 ta of S hetween the
United States, Israel, and Egypt demonstrates
this milddle-range difficulty.. Theso BYrea- -

Syatermn

eratlons. They becams controversial bacause. -
soms- members- of . Congress. belleved ' the~-
agreements -should. have. taken the form of .
treattes, since they invoived American per~

1 of potential futura con-
filcts. The executive branch
ever, thal while the president does not.-have -
“unlimited discretion in chooeing, hetwesn
treatles and exscutlve agreements .. . in 200 -
years of counstitutional interpretatizn and. ..

.praciice jthers has aever] been a clzar line

between treaty and exscutive agreement [, >
Therefore, *. . . , there Is no legal rule re-
quirtng that the Sinal agreements-in ques-
tion should have been submitted as treatlies )
. But perhaps because of the- cCOnNLrovaray
surrounding the. placemant of Ainerlcan
technicians in a war-ready zons, the exsct-
tive” branch ultimately did  not discharge
the commitment solely by executive . su-
thority. In the final text of the Sinai ac-
cords, Pord wrots to the presidents of Israsl
and Egypt that “as soon as the Conyress of

the Unlted States hae given Its-approval to °

United States 'participation in the . Early
Warning System, I will notify you, and thix
proposal shall be regarded as gn sgreament
between - us.” What some wanted to be a
trealy and otherz an exscutive agreement
finally becmme a statutory sgreamoent . In
order for the Congress to give its apptoval to
the commitment. : T S
Yet with. the precedent of the- Guif 6t
Tonkin: Resolution in mind, the legislators
did not grant opan-endad languags in their
approval. . The Sloal resolution specified
that the congressional approval of Ameri-
can techniclans in the Mlddla Fast id not
imply approval of any other agreament, .
understanding, or commitment that might
have besn made at the same time, secretly
by .executive - branch. Con-
gress, moreover, requlred: the presldanb to
Submit reports at-least every six months,
so lonz as the Americanx technicians werse
still on duty, o the scope and duratiorn of
their partictpation. -

example sugoests o ge«

riste form that int mpreeTanly
shou aKe. o doubt Bricker was rorreot

probably impossible to draw &
satlstactory line of demarcation eves in &

-statuts” between treatles ana cxzcutive

agreements. But most members of Congress

TGS toco7 witn the enian-

't!ﬂ ..‘.{!:E‘t. £,

argued through . -
the State Department’ Legal ‘Adviser, how=""
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i ces that the Congress will be in-
- wformed 10 a timely fashlon about all inter-
Jmational egreements and provided sade-
.i~qguate opportunity to judge whether s com-
-riunent is suficlently important to de-
sarve broader cougressional participation
this decislon-making process, either
_“ttnrough a treaty or some other form of
-~legislative Involvement. -

£ Ouz tuczmans that virtualle all inter-

vFnational szreements  from verbal promilses
%.(Foica snouid o= Lsed ogle ra-eivy ¢
SewT

1il2l &

]

RGLENHE

'li'.:_gv mw: horeas nascc.Af_ctato ora H o t
w2 vilege must extend to
q’?these EASIannge JUSE &5 16 oS 2

% tween tne president and his aides, if we are
£ have frank and meaningful relations with
p-Oothaer countries, i

However, opgce genarg] dis-
?Ecussions reacl 3 stece of promised commit-

&7 fienis. our ciplomatic negotiations £-
ClTes raus =S¢ MR TN o -2 00 1
12at  wnalever commitments
; ? ToCR. Oral or writien (11 conirast Lo
g't:.\e T1E% EXOiQTALION :
EE‘J»E—MW
i gTesy tae commitments are of a sensie
{Tve nature, they will be protected In both
7 hranches under
= been toe rule under the Case-Zablockl Act.
fx As Senator Hubert H. Humphrey (D.-
HEMinnesota) told Secretsry -of State Cyrus
ZrVance in public hearings on the eve of his
ortrip to the Middle East earlier this year,
fZ~Don't make any commitments ‘until you've
:beenn back hers [to Congress]—not even
Sxzemiling ones.” It is not a mater of violating
executive privilegs, but of who can genuinely
Scorumit the United States to what. Here
‘Zrmoembers of the Congress believe they have
s legitimats right-to participate; and they
. "2know thst the first prerequisite for participa-_
THon is awareness. .
t#ae~Congress needs to review U.S. commit-
i Zments abroad in & more meaningful way.
+ ZCongress may be seen a5 a collectivity of pub-.,
£i7lle pollcy speclailsts; by interest, training, or
Scommittes - experience, some congressmen
i7rtawe specialized in foreign policy. Legislation
i==lxs the Clark resolution seeks to interjsct
congressionsl experts 1nto the process
-3y which the United States estabiishes, or
yiTwithdraws from, obligations in other lands.
~r=But the Congress provides more than just
Z3aotaer erena of expertise; even more ime*
ZZporiant is its sensitivity to public oplnion
| 5+and what might be acceptable foreign policy
;‘?;wmmtme.nm to the Aunerican peopis, Why
-zashould the president and his assistants alons
“deride what is legitimately an exscutive
;El-araemmt or » treaty; what 1s trivial or sig-
szuificant; what should be done guietly or with
31l debate? Why should not both the Con-
~ST*ea and the executive branch play a part i .
Hhis important process? . . . - .
~e=301: course, full participstion by both
iT¥nches may lead at times to controversy,
A2 -even confrontatlan. The alternate sug-
gtstion Iound ia myrisd books and articles
Z Iscuiive-legisiative relations !s greater-
seonsltation and comity, not new laws sand
i 2Toeadures. This sounds ks a reasonsbls
- Czzeation; -certalnly no one is agalnst the
- TEides 0f the axecutive branch consilting-more
Z¥TD. the Cangress and daveloping friendller’
>Tladons, The only trouble i3 that this {n.’
-&21;1. Bpproach does not often work. -
Zi4D the interest of orderly procedures,”
=UPloed Dulles when he was secretary of state,
F-XTel'that the Congress is entitled to know
. conxiderations that enter {into the deter~
HNations as to which procedures are sought
~Z10. ba-followed. To that end, when thers is
S2Orrerious question of this naturs and cire-
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T:Lssa.nt..or a fins and everlasting dichol= consult with appropriste congressional le

making f::‘an ﬁﬁéﬁ@gmé}am@mﬂé&‘ ; ;‘i. R@mmlqat anytime, in the sama

secrecy provisions, as has _

‘therewith; -

CONGREINIVUNAL KECURLD —OSENALLE

ad~

ments as they arise.” Yet ih was
not consistently consulted 1a the 1950s (cer-
tainly not by Dulles), and it has heen spo~

radically iguored in the 196Je ana 1970s, too. -

That is why many members aof the legislative
branch want toc go beyond s hit-or-miss reli-
ance on occasional consultations and feellngs
of comity to develep a more formal, system-
atic, and rellable reportiny and reviewing
procedure for international agreements.
Refiecting upon his career, former Speaker

of the House Carl Albert (D.-Oklabomas) , .

said in an interview shortiy before he re-’
tired last year.that the restoration of con=-
gressional budgetary responsibility through
the Budget and Impoundzent Act of 1974,
and of war-making (or preveating) respon=—
sibility through the War Powers Act of 1973,
represented the two major accomplishments
of the Congress in his memory. -

‘Will this congressional reassertion extend
to the sgreement-making powers? An exam-
ination of the public staterments made by
members of the congressional committees on
foreign policy indicates a resounding yes. As
Case has said, I think we should take back
the full treaty power, and I'm not sure I
won't have to join Senator Clsrk ... in a
crusade.” How Carter will resct to this cru=-
sade rexmains to ba seen e entered office.
with an ambivalence tow=rd Congress on
fareign policy issues that s characteristic of
many presidents. Fresh fiora victory, the
president-eiect met with the Senate Foreign

.Relatlons Committee for the first time on

November 23, 1976. “There will be times,” he
sald, “when nooody needs to know about a
foreign policy challenge excent me and the
secrstary of state, or sometimes perhaps just
me and the hesd of a foreizn government.”
Yet at the same meeting, ke also eaid, “My
inclination 1s whenever poseibie to share the
knowledge thal I bave with you and to seek
your advice and counsel. I will go a second
mile o meet you on this~ Executive au-
thority versus Institutional sharing. It will
be an Important choice for this president,
25 it has been for others, vhen major mil-
itary commitments are mace abroad. )

mmm NO. 1371 .
Mr. CASE. Mr. President, I have an -
amencdment at the desk which I call up
at this time and ask to have considered.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will state the amendment of the Senator
from New Jersey. S
The. legislative clerk read ss follows:
The Sensator from New Jersey (Mr. Casg)
proposes unprinted arnendment No. 1371,

Mr. CASE. Mr. Presider:t, I ask unani-
mous consent that furthier reading:of
the amendment be dispersed with, -

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so orderec. .
. The amendment is as follows:

LRGeSl tud It Tl bR coction 502, and

- 510003

{4} may not be construed ss dercegating
nal right of the Senate

manner and to the szane extant ne any other
rule of the Seuate.
(c) It is the purposs of this Resclution
to fulfill the intent of the Framers of the
Constitution and to ensure, through use of
the rulemaking snd legislative power of the
Senate that tbe President seek the adyice
of the Sensale in determining whether an
international sagreement should be sub-
mitted to the Senate for its advice and con-
-sent as a treaty. : R -
{(d) The Sensate finds that--
(1) article II, section 2, clause 2 of ihe
Constitution empowers ithe President “by
end with the advice and consant of the Sen-
ate to make treaties, provided two-thirds of
the Senetlors present concur”; .
(2) the requirement for Senate edvice ang
consent to treaties hag in recent years bLeen
circumvented by the uss of “executive BETESw
ments”; A ’
~(3) the Senate mey refuse to coasider
Jegislative mesasurea to suthorize or LSPDYO-
priate funds to implement thoes irterpa-
tional aygreements about whichk it hea not
been consulted with respect to whether BDY
such agreement should be submitted o the
Senate for its advice and consent s a ireaty;
-and consent toratificstion; and . ’
- {(4)-=article I, section 5, clause 2 of the Con-
stitution grants to tho Senste plenary power
to “determine the rules of its procesdings™, -
. (e} It is the sense of the Senate thst, In
determining whether n particular interna-
tional agreement should be submitted ns a
treaty, the President should. prior to and
-during the negotiation of such” agre:ment,
seek the advice of the Commitiesan Foretgn
Relations, - o
- {f) (1) Where the Genate, by resulation,
expresses its semse ihat tbe Preslde:nt has
not sought the advice of such committse
with respect to whether a glven internsational
agreement, hereafter entered into, should be
submitted to the Senate for 1ts advice and
consent as a treaty, st shall not the:zafter
~be in order to consider any bill or Jolnt reso-
~lution or any amendment thereto, or any
report of s commitiea of conference, which
suthorizes or provides . budget. eruthority
(including budget aulbority for salaries and
‘adminfstrative expenses) to implement such
Internationsal agreemen " .
. +(2) Any such resolution shall be privileged
“In the same manner and to the same extent
as & concurrent resolution of the- types de-
scribed in sectiow 6(c) of the War Fowers
Resolution is privileged under section 7
(a) and (b) of thatlew, . .. :
©. {3} No polnt of order may be
-suant to s resolution: adopted a
graph (1) of this subscetion-—. i
(A) after such drte as the Banste haa °
“glven its advice and consent. to ratification
of such agreement as s treatyy =~ T .. -
{B) in the event such rwsolution Is adonted
- Iater than sixty days after the transmittai
.of such agreement ubder section 112b of title
1, United States Code; or., .. .

(C) with respect ws_an}; .int.e':ms,t‘lo-nzl,

Inads pure
trgier ysrae

Ry
Insert o ley the-sns.

APPEOVAL OF CERTADY INTER:JATIONAL AGREE~"

- mENTs
Sec. 502. () This eectltn may be cited’
23 the ‘“ITresty Powsrs Reaciution™. N

(b) This section- ’

{1) is enacted as an eXercise of the rule~
making-power of the Genate snd as such is
deemed to be a part of t:s rules of the
Bennte;— e - - Tt

(2) supersedes other rules of the Eensate
only to the extent that it is Inconsistent

{3) shall be deered to b+ a resslution of

the Gepate and shall take =Nect upon the -
. . -tdate of passage of this bill by the Senste: -
: ;m‘)mm permit, the executive branch wiil .- and SRS
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© prior to the date on whi

agreement which has bheen expresaly author-
lzexl by statute or treaty which takes effect
ch such agre:ment

takes effect. .
{g) Any (1) committee of the Se=pate

which reports any bill or jolnt resotution,
~and- (2) committee of confsrence -which
submits any conference report to the Sen-
ate, suthorizing or providing - hudge:
authority to lmplement any such agreernent,
shall indicate In the committee report or
. Joint statement flled therewith, as the case
may be, that such budget authority is
authorized or provided in such bHI, yesolu-
tion, or conference rejsort. .

‘{h) It is the pense of the Benste thet the
Gecretary of 8tate_should transmit—~
R000700120100-1 . - -



